The central role of science in modem civilization has evoked an intense and unparalleled interest in its historical development and logical structure. Responding to this, Indiana University has created a new Department of History and Logic of Science, offering an integrated program of studies leading to the A.M. and Ph.D. degrees. The Department will aim to provide graduate students with an opportunity for scholarly historical research into the origins, evolution, and full development of the sciences, while at the same time marking their intellectual, cultural, and social ramifications. Equally significant, and intimately co-ordinated with these historical studies, will be a program of studies examining the logical structure and methodology of the sciences. ' The Department of History and Logic of Science at Indiana University was founded in 1960 during a period of unprecedented growth in the life of the discipline and of the university. Almost forty years later, the rare combination of history and philosophy of science within a single department appears as an artifact of a time now past.2 The academic conditions that made history and philosophy of science a plausible discipline and the local conditions that led to the particular institutional configuration at Indiana University are important facets of the story about how the history of science was established as a discipline in the United States. At Indiana, the disciplinary relations between history of science and philosophy of science after World War II emerged within a local institutional and academic culture that significantly shaped the department's development and its contributions to the history of science. The convergence of university aspiration, personal ambition, and disciplinary imperatives bound two disciplines into one department. The logic of this convergence was supported by the historiographical and philosophical questions raised by what was at the same time seen as the central problem of the history of science: the scientific revolution. Long after interdisciplinary interest in the scientific revolution dissolved, this problem remained the organizing framework for the history of science at Indiana. The remarkable stability of the history faculty from the mid-1960s to the mid-1980s produced a stream of significant contributions to the discipline that were related to this fundamental concern. During this period the department steadily produced new historians of science, not experiencing the wide variation in the number of Ph.D.'s that characterized the discipline overall. The evolution of the historiography to which historians at Indiana contributed is testimony to the increasingly contested status of the scientific revolution in the history of science. The intellectual and cultural trends out of which the history of science in the United States developed can be seen by examining the institutional tensions within this hybrid department and how the department itself contributed to shaping the discipline. 
from NSF programs. The intellectual and methodological icon for the history of science remained, as it had been since the end of World War II, the figure and work of Alexandre Koyre. The reasons for this elevated stature were manifold, but his impact on the history of science in America was immense. For the generation of scholars leaving graduate school in the late 1940s and early 1950s, Koyre's work energized a quest to understand the modem condition by understanding its most characteristic product, science. For this generation, Koyre revealed the raw power of close textual analysis of conceptual change in the history of science, making the problem of scientific change a problem in the history of ideas. This central concern with conceptual change and the cognitive content of the sciences fostered the growth of a community of scholars who could identify with the program of the philosophy of science to develop an understanding of the fundamental logic of science. The publication of the philosophically sensitive historical work of Koyre's disciples created common ground and methodological coherence for historians and philosophers of science. Moreover, Koyre articulated a central problem that generated a research program of interest to both historians and philosophers. Defining the "scientific revolution" as an "intellectual mutation" and the fundamental problem of the history of science, he provided the intellectual quest that would shape the institutionalization of the history of science. Beginning with the Etudes Galile'ennes in 1940, Koyre expressed ideas that would make the scientific revolution uniquely important and compelling for the generation of historians of science in the United States after World War 11.12 He presented a persuasive case for the study of the conceptual history of science. As Koyre described it later in his preface to From the Closed World to the Infinite Universe: "As for myself, I have endeavored in my Galilean Studies to define the structural patterns of the old and the new world-views and to determine the changes brought forth by the revolution of the seventeenth century.... The spiritual change that I describe did not occur, of course, in a sudden mutation. Revolutions, too, need time for their accomplishment; revolutions, too, have a history.""3
At Indiana University the drive to upgrade and improve the graduate school reinforced the common assumptions articulated by Richard Shryock at the 1955 NSF conference: "There are from ten to twenty times as many persons in this country who teach the history of art or of literature as there are who teach the history of science. Such a contrast might have been appropriate in twelfth-century Europe, but would have been a dubious one by the seventeenth and is nothing short of scandalous in the twentieth. It is time that something was done to overcome this lag in adjusting our educational sights to the realities of the contemporary world."14 Cultivating the history and philosophy of science within the university would be another step in making Indiana University one of America's leading research universities, filling a new disciplinary niche while modernizing both graduate and undergraduate education.
While the initial recommendation to require history and philosophy of science failed due to lack of staff in 1958, steps were already being taken in the College of Arts and Sciences to rectify the situation. Within a general program of cultivating "philosophical pluralism" among the faculty, the Philosophy Department opened a search for "an honestto-goodness Analyst" in 1957 When he moved back to the United States to take up his position at Indiana, Hanson was completing his first important book, Patterns of Discovery, which displays his complex position in the history of the philosophy of science. While deeply committed to the philosophy of science, he viewed with suspicion the contemporary concern with the "finished systems" of the scientific enterprise, the logic of completed explanations. In challenging the focus of philosophers of science on the context of justification, Hanson enlisted the history of science on behalf of his argument that philosophers of science should also investigate the context of discovery. "Distinctions which at present apply to [classical disciplines] ought to be suspect when transferred to research disciplines: indeed, these distinctions afford an artificial account even of the kinds of activities in which Kepler, Galileo, and Newton themselves were actually engaged."16 For Hanson the history of science was necessary to the philosophy of science. The process of scientific discovery had to be rescued from those who studied it for the light it shed on individual psychology and historical contingency. It needed to be viewed instead in its focal role of helping us understand what science is and does. "I have not hesitated to refer to events in the history of physics; these will punctuate the other arguments. This comports with my conception of philosophy of science: namely, that profitable philosophical discussion of any science depends on a thorough familiarity with its history and present state." 17 Hanson injected a cold dose of Anglo-American analytic philosophy into the quiet repose of the Indiana Philosophy Department. He considered the department overly concerned with "metaphysics," to the detriment of rigorous research, graduate training, and undergraduate education. From the time of his arrival, Hanson lobbied the Philosophy Department to expand "within that cluster of disciplines loosely called 'Logic."' 18 He warned of the persistence of an attitude that treated philosophy "as a merely literary subject," leading to its degeneration into "word-painting." The resulting tension between Hanson and the majority of the philosophers generated constant strain within the Philosophy Department.
Hanson made his presence felt throughout the university. The underlying rationale reflected the concerns of the time and the perceived "gap" between science and the humanities: "As the 'gap' deepens into a chasm, educators are driving students schizoid by insisting that historians study physics and that mathematicians try some classics. This is a good thing, no doubt. But few educators have realized that in History and Philosophy of Science, pure science and technology as humanistic achievement is stressed, while the more general history of ideas and letters is shown to be permeated with the flow of scientific thought."24
The goal was not merely to produce new scholarship, but also to produce new scholars that would reshape the academy for the demands of the Space Age, filling a gap that existed "long before Sputnik." Grant, Hanson, and MacClintock presented a vision of the unity of knowledge that harkened back to the roots of the university in The tensions surrounding the "Analytical Philosophy" class were resolved by internalizing the course, thereby creating the department's first undergraduate offering. Initially its name was "X200-Analytical Philosophy." Buck actively mediated in this resolution, pulling the course into the department, which at once provided protection for Scriven and allowed the department to resist the centrifugal forces bearing in on it.46 By this time, 41 Grant, in Oral History. 42 directions. The department was making important original contributions to the historiography of science, but the philosophers in the department had taken an ahistorical turn. The relations between history and philosophy of science were increasingly problematic, as the case-study approach that was integral to Hanson's view of the history and philosophy of science became marginal in the philosophy of science. In a 1973 review of the published proceedings of a 1969 conference on the relations between history and philosophy of science, Indiana's own Ronald Giere described the relations between the history and the philosophy of science as a "marriage of convenience."57 Stating that his views were representative of the "majority of philosophers outside the historical school," Giere argued that, while criticism that made use of the history of science had certainly provided influential critiques of logical empiricism, it was as science, not as history, that this criticism was effective.58 Hanson's Patterns of Discovery is among the examples of these earlier critiques Giere cited. After reviewing the papers from the 1969 conference, Giere offered his own view of the possibility of a productive union between history of science and philosophy of science, concluding that history might be relevant for problems, such as "the empirical study of research strategies," that were of little interest to philosophers. Giere's comments represented an increasingly common opinion in the philosophy of science: that the union of history and philosophy of science had been a product of the dissatisfaction of both historians of science and philosophers of science with their parent disciplines rather than of a strong common conceptual rationale. Far from growing together as an independent field of study, by the end of the 1960s the history and philosophy of science at Indiana was viewed by some members of the department as a marriage of convenience, but it was a marriage whose continuation was enforced by its departmental status.
During .... .... . . . .. . . . ..... . .. . .   . ...... . . .. .. At the end of the century, the Department of History and Philosophy of Science is thriving. President Wells considered the department, established in a time of plenty in American higher education, a strategic investment for Indiana University in the esoteric and exotic on a new academic frontier. From its founding, scholars working in the department contributed to the publication of primary sources, identified as the field's most pressing need. These scholars cultivated a style of close textual scholarship that set the standard for historical studies relating to the scientific revolution. Founded upon the perceived importance of the scientific revolution as a guiding problem, the scholarship produced by the department has transformed our understanding of that problem. Through the late 1960s and early 1970s, even as the historians were publishing important reinterpretations of the scientific revolution, changing disciplinary forces in the history of science and the philosophy of science eroded the intellectual consensus on which the department had been founded. After four decades, through their work and that of others, the nature of the historiography of the scientific revolution, which was central to the birth of the discipline, has been transformed. Nowhere in the history of science in the United States have the consequences of the scientific revolution's status as a guiding problem so deeply affected an academic program. With a near obsession with the empirical material of history, the department has nurtured several generations of scholars and students, who have extended, as well as revised, the central assumptions around which the department was built. Now, as the department is approaching its fortieth anniversary, a new configuration of forces is tangible, evident in both the structure of the philosophy core curriculum, which is more historical in approach, and in recent history dissertations. The transition from the generation that fostered its growth for most of its history to a new, more diverse generation of scholars is nearly complete. The essential tension between disciplinary norms and institutional configuration continues to shape teaching and research within the department. The history of science program at Indiana University has been defined more by the culture of research and writing established by the cadre of historians who anchored the department 
